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INTRODUCTION 2 
INTRODUCTION 
In 2001, Kagiso Trust embarked on a process of piloting the National Rural Development 
Education Programme in the Limpopo and Eastern Cape provinces of South Africa. This 
process followed after Kagiso Trust commissioned research on the NARDEP concept, 
stakeholder consultative workshops were held, and the programme was designed. 
 
Given that the pilot programme has been in existence for over 2 years and in order to ensure 
its effective implementation , Kagiso Trust appointed the Community Agency for Social 
Enquiry (C A S E ) to conduct an impact assessment study of the National Rural Development 
Programme (NARDEP) in June 2004. The study contained two specific aims, namely to 
assess the general impact of the programme in the pilot areas and the challenges it has faced 
and to inform the NARDEP and Kagiso Trust teams on what the programme has been able to 
achieve so far, both in terms of positive impact and challenges, particularly with regard to the 
targeted communities in the pilot areas. 
 
Further, Kagiso Trust indicated that the impact study should, amongst others, cover the 
following factors: 
 Issues relating to governance, administration and local institutional arrangements of 
the programme; 
 The extent to which the programme has been able to establish partnerships with 
stakeholders such as government agencies and departments; 
 Finance management and administration of the programme; 
 Coordination and integration of services that are provided to the targeted communities 
in the pilot areas; 
 The programme‟s funding strategies; 
 The general impact of the programme on the communities in the pilot areas; 
 Overall impact of the programme on government policies with regards to rural 
community development; 
 The impact of NARDEP on NGOs and CBOs in the pilot areas;  
 The extent to which the programme has met its vision, mission and objectives in the 
pilot areas; and 
 Whether the overall assumptions of NARDEP have been successful. 
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METHODOLOGY 
To gather data for this study, we relied on qualitative methods of data collection.  In-depth 
interviews were conducted with various individuals and organisations that had interactions at 
various levels with the National Rural Development Programme since the inception of the 
programme in the pilot areas. We conducted a total of 93 in-depth interviews using structured 
interview guidelines that were designed in consultation with Kagiso Trust. The use of in-
depth interviews allowed us to gather detailed information about individuals‟ experiences 
with NARDEP.  However, it is important to keep in mind that the findings are dependent on 
the subjective opinions of the individuals who were selected and interviewed and should be 
treated as indicative.  The findings should not be generalised to all individuals who might 
have had interactions with NARDEP.  
Instrument Design 
We designed a total of eight (8) interview instruments for the various categories of individuals 
and organisations that were identified for the interviews. The interview instruments covered 
various themes which were, at most, dependent on the level of interaction that a particular 
individual sector or organisation had with NARDEP.  
 
Some of the generic themes that were covered in the interview instruments included: the 
extent to which NARDEP management has been able to establish partnerships with various 
stakeholders since the inception of the pilot; the impact of the partnerships that have been 
established for the programme; the effectiveness of the programme‟s overall management, 
including the management of finances and human resources and its impact on the viability of 
the programme; the role of the Kagiso Trust board in the governance of the programme; 
financial challenges of the programme, including fundraising matters, the programme‟s 
budgetary processes and the impact of these on the viability of the programme; and the 
achievement of the programme‟s aims, goals and visions since the inception of the pilot 
together with the programme‟s overall sustainability. 
In-depth Interviews 
We categorised interviewees into two categories, namely internal and external, in order for us 
to effectively pursue the aims of the project:  
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Internal interviewees 
This category refers to the interviews conducted with the Kagiso Trust management, members 
of the Kagiso Trust board who formed part of the NARDEP Task Team; NARDEP 
management members – the Programme Director and the Programme Coordinators; 
Community Development Educators (CDEs) and Community Development Assistants 
(CDAs).  A total of 39 in-depth interviews were conducted under this category. 
 
External interviewees 
This category refers to interviews conducted with the non-Kagiso Trust or NARDEP staff 
members or custodians. While the bulk of the study focused on issues related to the overall 
management of the programme and its long term sustainability and viability, it also 
highlighted the programme‟s ability to establish partnerships and its success in reaching the 
targeted beneficiary communities in the pilot areas. This required us, therefore, to conduct so-
called „external in-depth interviews‟ with organisations and institutions that have been 
identified as partners to the programme and also with members of the targeted beneficiary 
communities in the pilot areas. A selected number of government officials who are involved 
in the government‟s initiative of the Community Development Workers programme. 
 
External interviews were also necessary for us to be able to gather some sense of contrast 
between the views of the internal interviewees who are at large, employees of NARDEP and 
Kagiso Trust or its custodians. We conducted a total of 52 external in-depth interviews. 
 
Most of the in-depth interviews were carried out face-to-face with the respective interviewees. 
Interviews were recorded using a tape recorder and the transcripts of the interview summaries 
were then used for analysis.  In situations where interviewees were unavailable to participate 
in a face-to-face interview - particularly Task Team members, some NARDEP partners and 
some of the Kagiso Trust management members - telephonic interviews were undertaken.  
 
Site visits 
We conducted site visits to both pilot provinces where interviews were conducted with pilot 
coordinators, CDEs, CDAs and members of the targeted beneficiary communities. We relied 
on interview instruments that were specifically designed for these categories of interviewees. 
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Category  Number 
KT Task Team 2 
KT Management 3 
NARDEP Director 1 
Government Representative 1 
NARDEP Coordinators 3 
CDEs 6 
NARDEP programme Trackers 2 
CDAs 24 
NARDEP partners 12 
Targeted community members 40 
Table 1: Breakdown of number of interviews per category  
The targeted beneficiary community members interviewed during the pilot site visits were 
selected randomly from the municipal wards where pilot coordinators indicated that the 
programme was active.  
 
In order for us to get a representative sample, we distributed the interviews conducted in the 
pilot areas evenly amongst all the four categories of interviewees. 
 
Limpopo Province Pilot 
The NARDEP pilot in the Limpopo province is in the Sekhukhune District municipality and 
the pilot is operating in sixteen municipal wards spread across Fetakgomo and 
Makhuduthamaga municipalities. A site visit to the NARDEP pilot in the Limpopo province 
was undertaken between 21 June 2004 and 25 June 2004.  At this site, we conducted a total of 
42 in-depth interviews which were spread as follows: 1 pilot coordinator, 3 CDEs, 12 CDAs, 
1 programme tracker, 20 community members and 6 NARDEP partners. 
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Figure 1: Diagrammatical summary of interviews in the Limpopo pilot1   
 
Eastern Cape Province Pilot 
The Eastern Cape Province pilot is spread across Amahlathi and Buffalo City municipalities. 
We visited the Eastern Cape pilot site between 08 July 2004 and 14 July 2004. During this 
time, structured interviews were conducted with 1 pilot coordinator, 3 CDEs, 12 CDAs and a 
total of 20 community members.  A total of 6 NARDEP partner organisations and institutions 
were also interviewed. 
                                                 
1 The map was sourced from the South African Demarcation Board data base. 
Number of Interviews 
1 pilot coordinator 
1 Tracker 
3 CDE’s 
12 CDA’s 
20 Community 
members 
6 Partners 
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Figure 2: Diagrammatical summary of interviews in the Eastern Cape pilot2 
Analysis 
All the interviews that we conducted during this research were recorded and summarised 
using the main themes in the interview guideline. The summary transcripts were then 
analysed using a qualitative data analysis package called Nvivo3. This analysis package is 
mostly used to analyse text based data similar to the one that was collected for this project. 
 
 
 
                                                 
2 The map was sourced from the South African Demarcation Board data base. 
3 Nvivo is produced by an Australian company called Qualitative Solutions and Research. 
Number of Interviews 
1 pilot coordinator 
1 Tracker 
3 CDE’s 
12 CDA’s 
20 Community members 
6 NARDEP partners 
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MAIN FINDINGS 
BACKGROUND OF INTERVIEWEES 
Most of the internal interviewees that we spoke to have been involved with NARDEP from 
the period of conceptualisation of the programme. This is particularly the case with members 
of the Kagiso Trust Task Team, members of the Kagiso Trust Management Committee and 
the NARDEP management members. In contrast, we found that most CDEs and CDAs have 
been engaged on the programme for a period of between a year and a year and a half.  
 
The periods of involvement for partners with whom NARDEP has established partnerships 
varied from between less than a year for some, while others have been involved with the 
programme since its inception in the pilot areas. The latter were found to be mostly those that 
form part of the steering committees in the pilot areas. Community members that were 
interviewed in the pilot areas were found to have been aware of the activities of NARDEP for 
a period of between a year and a year and a half. 
PARTNERSHIPS 
This theme focused on the types of partnerships that NARDEP management has been able to 
establish for the programme with various stakeholders, including government, since the 
inception of the pilots. We asked all the interviewees to indicate the types of partnerships that 
have been established for the programme, how they were established, as well as the impact 
and challenges of these partnerships with a particular reference to the contributions that these 
partners have made to the programme.  
 
Our interviewees were unanimous in highlighting that NARDEP has been able to cultivate 
partnerships with various organisations since the inception of the programme in the pilot 
areas. Some of the partners that NARDEP has been able to establish partnerships with include 
government departments, local government structures, academic institutions, local NGOs and 
CBOs. A number of these partnerships were formalised through memoranda of understanding 
while others exist as informal partnerships that developed naturally from the interaction of 
NARDEP with these organisations. In many cases, informal partnerships were those that were 
C A S E RESEARCH FOR KAGISO TRUST IMPACT ASSESSMENT OF NARDEP 
 
 
9 MAIN FINDINGS 
established with government structures in the areas where the programme is being piloted. 
The formal partnerships, on the other hand, were found to exist mostly with non-
governmental organisations and community based organisations that active in the pilot areas. 
In addition, certain formal partnerships were also found to be established with academic 
institutions in the pilot areas. For example, the Limpopo pilot programme‟s respondents 
indicated that they have established partnerships with academic institutions such as the 
University of the North and local business organisations such as the Jane Furse Business 
Association over and above the partnerships that they have established with government. 
 
Respondents in the Eastern Cape pilot programmes also indicated that in addition to 
government institutions and CBOs, they have established partnerships with national 
organisations such as the Steve Biko Foundation and Love Life and also with local partners 
such as the local business sectors and academic institutions. In most cases, these partnerships 
have been formalised in writing.  
 
We also found that the partnerships that NARDEP has managed to cultivate with these 
stakeholders have been in existence for varying periods of time. Some of the partnerships go 
back as far as the time when the programme was established in the respective pilot areas 
(2001) whereas others were established as recently as 2004. 
 
Our probing on partnerships with government departments showed that both pilot areas have 
been mainly successful at establishing partnerships with the Department of Social Services, 
the Department of Health, Department of Provincial and Local Government, Department of 
Agriculture and the Department of Home Affairs.   
 
It also became apparent during our site visits that all the partnerships that NARDEP has 
entered into with the government sector operate on an ad hoc basis.  In the words of one 
respondent in the pilot areas: 
 
“[In our pilot] we conduct our work through sectors. For example, the health 
sector work that we do in the pilot facilitated an interaction and eventually a 
relationship with the Department of Health. Our CDAs refer people that need the 
services of that department after they have interacted with the [officials of that] 
department.”[NARDEP CDE, Limpopo pilot] 
IMPACT ASSESSMENT OF NARDEP                                                                                       C A S E RESEARCH FOR KAGISO TRUST
 
 
MAIN FINDINGS 10 
Our inquiries into the type of work that the programme has conducted so far that has a direct 
bearing on the communities in the pilot areas also revealed that most of this work related to 
the services that are rendered by the above government departments only. Issues such as 
assisting pilot communities to access social services, health services and assistance with 
access to identity documents and birth certificates were some of the constantly mentioned 
examples of community assistance provided by the programme in these pilot areas.  
 
Further, the programme has also cultivated partnerships with the local tier of government. 
However, like all the government partnerships, these partnerships are also not formalised. It 
also appears that initially there was some scepticism on the ground about NARDEP‟s overall 
vision by some of the intended partners in addition to the fact that the programme generally 
struggled in obtaining credible partners. One of the pilot coordinators observed as follows in 
this regard: 
“we have not really been able to develop solid relationships [partnerships]. Since 
we are an education and training programme, we had to identify partners in the 
same field of operation on the ground. The major challenge in trying to establish 
these relationships has been the people not believing in the ethos and the 
methodology used by the programme … [however,] some are gradually beginning 
to see where the programme is heading, particularly on how we engage with the 
communities.” [NARDEP Programme Coordinator] 
Another interviewee in the Limpopo pilot site indicated that this scepticism surrounding 
NARDEP is also centred on the programme‟s long term sustainability, especially given that 
the programme is still in its pilot phase. As stated by one interviewee: 
“… there is a problem with the fact that the programme is a pilot and it will come 
to an end. So there are questions on what will happen after the programme comes 
to an end”. [NARDEP Partner, Limpopo] 
However, more forthcoming in this theme was the view that the programme has generally 
failed to cultivate partnerships with credible partners since its inception in the pilot areas. This 
was especially emphasised by Kagiso Trust management members and Task Team members 
that were interviewed. One Task Team member summed this observation by indicating that: 
 “… [he is] highly impressed with the NARDEP management’s ability to network 
and establish relationships with stakeholders, but a let down on these 
partnerships that were established for the programme is that so far, NARDEP has 
not established partnerships with partners that have concretely demonstrated 
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their financial commitment to the programme whether from government or 
other”. [Kagiso Trust Task Team member] 
According to one member of Kagiso Trust management, the only credible partnership that the 
programme has managed to establish so far has been with the Kellogg Foundation because it 
has “pumped money into the programme.”  
 
A major challenge of the partnerships that NARDEP has established with these partners 
according to a section of the respondents is the failure on the part of the partners to make any 
financial contributions or commitment to the programme. Indeed, most of the current 
NARDEP partners that were interviewed indicated that their partnership with the programme 
was restricted to the sharing of knowledge and ideas on issues of community development. 
However, it needs to be emphasised that given that the overall goals and aims of the 
programme are broad in their nature, the failure of the partners to contribute funding into the 
programme should not necessarily undermine such partnerships. For example, one of 
NARDEP‟s visions was to develop a curriculum that would be used for the training of 
community development workers and in this regard, NARDEP‟s partnerships with academic 
institutions which have been successfully established would be equally as resourceful as 
financial resources. 
 
Another challenge of these partnerships relates to the content of the partnership agreements 
themselves. We established that there was a certain amount of confusion with regards to the 
parameters of the memoranda of understanding that have been signed with these partners 
since the agreements are “not legally binding” according to some of our informants. The 
terms of reference of the impact assessment did not require us to assess the legal implications 
of these partnership agreements and as a result, we are not in a position to provide a concrete 
finding in this regard. However, we would recommend that if these partnership agreements 
contain performance clauses, legal opinion should be sought regarding their enforceability. 
 
Finally, as indicated below in an observation by one of the programme coordinators, where 
partnerships are established, there is a difficulty in defining the roles of the partners on the 
programme and in fully implementing agreements. This observation, in our opinion, could be 
linked to earlier point regarding the enforceability of the partnership and proto-partnership 
agreements that NARDEP has been able to establish with government and non-government 
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institutions. We hold the view that if performance under the partnership agreements that have 
been signed with any of these institutions cannot be enforced by any of the partners – 
meaning that such partnership agreements have no legal basis – then the agreements are as 
good as none-existent. Our early recommendation with regards to the obtainment of advice on 
the legality of the partnership agreements also applies to this factor.  
“ … [More often] there is a failure in defining the actual role [that] these 
partners should play. … [we] had categorised the partners into sub-sections, 
namely, education and training, finance and curriculum development [etc.]. For 
example, Universities [and other academic institutions] were identified to assist 
in developing curriculum for the programme but it subsequently changed because 
the programme failed to implement the resolution taken at the strategic planning 
[session].” [NARDEP Pilot Coordinator] 
GOVERNMENT BUY – IN 
This theme primarily focused on whether government, either national, provincial, local or 
through any of its numerous agencies, has bought into the NARDEP concept of community 
development. We asked the respondents to indicate their view of government buy-in into the 
NARDEP concept. In addition, we always requested that the respondents substantiate their 
responses in order for us to determine their understanding of the buy-in. 
 
Our findings revealed a tension of views regarding how government buy-in into the NARDEP 
concept should be looked at. On one hand, some of the respondents are of the view that the 
fact that government has rolled-out its community development worker programme along the 
lines of the NARDEP concept serves to illustrate government buy-in into the NARDEP 
concept of community development. On the other hand, however, other respondents were of 
the view that this government roll-out of the community development worker programme 
signifies government‟s lack of buy-in into NARDEP. 
 
While one might be tempted to look for patterns of responses between internal and external 
interviewees, or within different groups of interviewees, it is difficult to make these 
associations because these differing views on government buy-in cut across all the different 
groups. However, our general analysis of the responses revealed that members of the 
NARDEP management, all the programme coordinators, one Task Team member and some of 
the CDEs and CDAs view the government roll-out of the community worker programme as 
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an indication of government buy-in into the NARDEP concept of community development. 
The following passages help to summarise these respondents‟ views: 
“The government has bought into the idea because there were government people 
working as community workers but they did not have the knowledge that the 
NARDEP CDWs have and as a result they constantly contact us for 
assistance”.[CDA Eastern Cape]. 
“I am aware that the NARDEP concept was marketed to government since the 
year 2001 and some of the activities were undertaken with government assistance. 
For example, the Kagiso Trust CEO and the NARDEP Director, together with 
government representatives, recently took a trip to the UK where they presented 
the NARDEP concept. Another example of government buy-in is the emphasis that 
was made by the D-DG of Local Government on the relationship between 
government and NARDEP with regards to community development. Other 
government stakeholders that played an extensive role include SAMDI and 
Department of Labour that also assisted with the development of the NARDEP 
concept and also took some initiatives to source funding for the programme. The 
recent ETDP SETA (Education and Training and Development Practices SETA) 
indication that it is going to train NARDEP’s Community Development Assistants 
(CDAs) at its own cost is also another typical example of the extent of government 
buy-in into the NARDEP concept.” [NARDEP Coordinator] 
“… the buy-in from government differs on the three levels of government. The first 
buy-in was made by the office of the president and since then, there was 
movement on the various spheres of government on NARDEP. Government 
departments and spheres requested the pilot office to make presentations to them 
on what NARDEP is all about and that indicated government buy-in. Also, our 
local steering committee is headed by a government official [from the 
municipality]. However, there has not been any form of memorandum of 
understanding that was signed with government at any level …government has 
also rolled out its own programme and has employed community workers … ” 
[NARDEP Coordinator] 
Even though these respondents felt that there was government buy-in into the NARDEP 
concept, there were others amongst their ranks who indicated that the roll-out by government 
of the community development worker programme presented certain difficulties with regards 
to the implementation of NARDEP. Some even suggested alternatives: 
“…there is certainly going to be duplication of activities, [NARDEP could play] 
… a complimentary role to that of government, NARDEP could play a mentorship 
role to the government’s CDWs instead of producing CDWs itself…” [NARDEP 
Coordinator] 
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A NARDEP CDE in Limpopo reiterated the above concern with the duplication of activities 
and argued about the need for NARDEP and the government programme to interface at a 
certain point by saying:  
“…there seems to be an acceptable level of government buy-in into the NARDEP 
programme although there seems to be a certain amount of turf war between us 
and the government because [the] government has now overtaken Kagiso Trust in 
implementing the community development worker programme …” [NARDEP 
CDE, Limpopo] 
 
The Task Team member who indicated that there was government buy-in into the NARDEP 
concept qualified his response by indicating that, at a policy development level, government‟s 
buy-in is evident from the roll-out of the government‟s core community worker programme. 
He also indicated that this does not necessarily mean “the death of the NARDEP concept” and 
he envisaged a situation where, after the completion of the pilot programme, the current 
NARDEP staff would “feed into” the government community worker programme and 
“inform its development by sharing the lessons that they learnt in the five years of the 
NARDEP pilot”. 
 
Respondents who did not believe that there has been government buy-in into the NARDEP 
concept were all the Kagiso Trust management members interviewed, one member of the 
Task Team, coupled to other interviewees (one coordinator and some CDEs and CDAs) who 
vouched for the merger of the government community development worker programme and 
NARDEP‟s activities.  
 
These respondents highlighted a number of factors to substantiate their view about a lack of 
government buy-in into the NARDEP concept.  Firstly and most central amongst these factors 
is the government‟s roll-out of its own community development worker programme. 
Secondly, these respondents indicated that since the inception of the programme in the pilot 
areas up to now, there has not been a single memorandum of understanding that was signed to 
solidify any partnerships either between NARDEP and any of the government departments 
that have been involved with the programme, or between NARDEP and any of the three 
spheres of government.  
 
The following passages aim to highlight the above-mentioned factors:  
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“ … government has not bought into the NARDEP concept of community 
development because they [the government] would not have rolled-out their 
community development worker programme...” [Kagiso Trust Management 
member] 
“… at the beginning many of the partners were excited by the concept and 
thereafter it seems that they were no longer interested. This is with particular 
reference to [government institutions such as] SAMDI and DBSA …as time went 
by, it appears that these stakeholders hijacked the concept and NARDEP was 
sidelined.” [Kagiso Trust Management member] 
Amongst respondents who perceived government‟s roll-out of its own programme as a clear 
indication of lack of government buy-in into the NARDEP concept, some attributed this lack 
of buy-in to the lack of NARDEP management “success in convincing government that the 
concept is the same [as the one that government is rolling-out]”. 
 
However, the majority of interviewees who felt that there was a lack of government buy-in 
into the programme were quick to indicate that NARDEP played an important role in 
influencing government policy with respect to community development since NARDEP 
pioneered this concept.  
 
“ …  there seems to be a high level of government buy-in into the NARDEP 
concept on the level of relations and policy thinking bar from the financial side … 
the fact that government is currently said to be on the verge of rolling- out a rural 
development education programme along the lines of NARDEP [serves] as a 
positive indicator of this … impact on government policies [by NARDEP]”. 
[Kagiso Trust Task Team member] 
The overall impact of the apparent lack of government buy-in into the NARDEP concept from 
this school of thought is the sudden realisation that part of the purpose for which NARDEP 
was conceptualised and eventually piloted in the two provinces has been partially defeated. 
This is borne from our finding that when Kagiso Trust piloted the programme, it had, as an 
overall objective, envisioned a situation wherein government would “step – in and run the 
programme” in the long run. Examples of prior initiatives such as the Mvula Trust and the 
Bursary Scheme which were initiated with the same background as NARDEP but were 
eventually taken up by government in their implementation phases were highlighted. 
However, according to these respondents, this objective no longer seems achievable: 
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“The challenge at the moment with regards to government buy-in into the 
NARDEP concept of community development worker is that it seems like 
government wants to implement the concept of community worker itself whereas 
Kagiso Trust thought that it was going to unlock funding from government on this 
concept … and another major challenge is how the two concepts are going to be 
married”. [Kagiso Trust Management member] 
Another good indicator in the study with respect to government buy-into the NARDEP 
concept of community development was our assessment of the level of cooperation between 
government implementation of its community worker programme (CDW programme) and 
NARDEP‟s community worker programme in the pilot areas. In this regard, we found that 
none of our informants, both from the NARDEP pilot areas, management, Kagiso Trust 
management and the government, made mention of any form of coordination or co-operation 
between NARDEP and the government CDW programme. However, this finding may be in-
conclusive in its nature because a number of factors. Firstly, we did not consciously assess the 
form and level of cooperation or coordination between NARDEP and the government CDW 
programme other than evaluating the level of buy-into the NARDEP concept. Secondly, the 
government CDW programme is still in its infancy stages and its management might still be 
grappling with issues around its implementation and cooperation between it and other 
programmes such as NARDEP may be at the lower – end of their agendas. Despite all these 
above factors however, it remains our conclusive finding that the government CDW 
programme and NARDEP are two separate programmes in their form and nature, irrespective 
of their commonality in goals, and these programmes are implemented parallel to each other 
by two separate entities (one driven by the government and the other by a non-governmental 
organisation) in the pilot areas where we conducted the assessment. In fact, in certain cases, 
community development workers of NARDEP have highlighted the extent of the conflict of 
interest between these two programmes by indicating the confusion that is caused on the 
ground by the multiple community development workers. 
 
The interview that we conducted with a senior representative of government from the 
Department of Provincial and Local Government revealed a contrasting picture with regards 
to government buy-into the NARDEP concept of community development worker. According 
to this official, government has bought in on the NARDEP concept of community 
development worker and he cited numerous interactions that government has had with 
representatives of NARDEP regarding this programme. The interviewee indicated that Mrs 
Zanele Mbeki, the wife of the current President of the Republic of South Africa, is a custodian 
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of the government community development worker programme and has informed government 
officials of the existence of NARDEP. However, according to the government official, the 
concept of community development workers was not an initiative that originated from Kagiso 
Trust but an outcome of internal discussions within the African National Congress which was 
the spearheaded by President Mbeki. As a result of this background, government feels a 
strong ownership of the programme. 
 
The government interviewee further indicated that currently government has set-aside an 
amount of R25 billion for infrastructural development of poor communities in the country and 
part of these funds will be channelled to the community worker programme. Governments 
view according to our informant is that Kagiso Trust with its National Rural Education 
Development Programme can assist with the management of the government community 
worker programme. Our informant further indicated that a curriculum has already been 
developed for the government community development worker programme and the role of 
Kagiso Trust in this regard can be that of a support partner that will assist with research and 
recruitment of community development workers.  
 
When we asked the government interviewee for the rational of government introducing its 
own community worker programme when Kagiso Trust has already piloted the concept and 
collected valuable learnings, he indicated that the programme will carry more weight if it 
comes across as a government initiative rather than an initiative of an NGO. The official 
further indicated that government could not just pump money into an NGO for the the NGO 
to implemented the programme because of issues of accountability. In this regard, the 
government official said: 
“ … there is a need for government to lead [the programme of community 
development workers] because of a lack of accountability in the NGO sector …” 
The government interviewee however, indicated that government was in constant liaison with 
Kagiso Trusts‟ managers of NARDEP with regards to the government community 
development worker programme and he also feels that there is a role for Kagiso Trust in this 
regard.  
It appears from the interviews with the government representative that government has not 
totally out-ruled the possible involvement of Kagiso Trust in the implementation of the 
Community Development Programme and the rolling-out of the government Community 
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Development Worker Programme was not a competitive measure on the part of government. 
It is recommended that Kagiso Trust management approach government further with a view 
of seeking a merger between NARDEP and the government development worker programme. 
Should these discussions of a merger fail, it is recommended that Kagiso Trust approach 
government with its experiences and lessons learnt during the pilot period and request to 
become an implementing agent of the governments‟ Community Development Worker 
Programme. 
IMPACT ON GOVERNMENT POLICIES 
In addition to asking about government buy-in into the NARDEP concept of community 
development workers, we asked all respondents to provide their views on whether NARDEP 
has had an impact on government policies. As before, respondents were requested to qualify 
their responses.  
 
Similarly to government buy-in, we found that the roll-out of the government community 
worker programme was the main indicator of the impact that NARDEP has had on 
government policies. This was evident from the responses of the majority of the internal 
interviewees and some of the external stakeholders that we interviewed. Further, some of the 
interviewees in one of the pilot areas indicated that the municipality under which this pilot 
site falls has begun to deploy community development workers to educate people on 
programmes such as the IDPs and LED. In their view, this has demonstrated a policy impact 
by NARDEP at that level of government.  
 
However, other internal interviewees – mostly members of Kagiso Trust management - were 
none – committal with regards to the impact that NARDEP has had on government policies 
while others indicated that this impact, if any, is “very minimal”. For example, one member 
of Kagiso Trust management said: 
“ …it will be very pre mature to say that the programme has had an imoact on 
government policies because as it is, we [Kagiso Trust management] have not yet 
received any reports indicating the impact of the programme. Even though 
government has decided to roll-out a community development worker programme 
along the lines of NARDEP, that only tells us that NARDEP has influenced 
government to consider this option. But the programme has not yet had an impact 
on policy as yet”. [Kagiso Trust member of management] 
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In addition, some of the respondents have raised concerns about the confusions that these 
multiple community development workers were causing on the ground especially with respect 
to the communities and they believe that the solution lies in the merger of all these 
community development worker programmes because they are serving the same purposes. 
 
Finally, we found that the pilot coordinators, CDE‟s, CDA and some of the NGO and CBO 
partners that we interviewed understood the impact of NARDEP on government policies to be 
relating to the manner in which government departments have improved on its efficiency 
levels since the introduction of NARDEP in the pilot areas. Most of these respondents 
highlighted that the introduction of the programme in the pilot areas, and the linkages that 
NARDEP has facilitated between these communities and the government departments 
concerned that resulted in a more proactive approach by these government departments to be 
a real indicator of the programme‟s impact on government policies.      
MANAGEMENT AND FINANCIAL ISSUES 
In this theme we covered questions relating to the overall management of NARDEP including 
the efficiency of management, the role of the KT board in the management of the programme, 
the programmes‟ human resource management issues, financial management and financial 
viability of the programme including fund raising issues. All of these issues are attended to as 
sub-themes in the following paragraphs of this section either independently or jointly with 
one another. 
 
General Management Issues of NARDEP 
With regards to general management issues and the efficiency of the management of the 
programme, respondents were asked if in their view the programme was well managed. 
Although questions under this sub-theme were directed to all our interviewees, the responses 
that we received made it apparent that the questions were most relevant only to our internal 
interviewees - the NARDEP staff members, programme coordinators, CDE‟s, CDA‟s and to 
some extent, Kagiso trust management and Task Team members. Our overall finding in this 
regard is that the programme management is not efficient according to our informants. Most 
of the respondents indicated issues such lack of proper liaison between the NARDEP national 
office and the pilots which often results in serious confusions on the ground as some of the 
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management inefficiencies. Comments such as the following were echoed across the board by 
most of the members of staff of the programme: 
“… at times there is lack of communication between the national office and the 
pilot areas and that delays the implementation of the programme. For example, 
sometimes there is no communication between NARDEP and the employees when 
their contracts are due to expire. [NARDEP CDE, Limpopo pilot] 
“ … there is a lot of changes and one cannot be really sure of what is going on. 
Also, if there could be a proper way of disseminating information from the bottom 
to the top and the other way round.” [NARDEP CDA, Eastern Cape] 
 
This communication breakdown also seems to spill trough the pilot management itself and the 
CDA‟s that are based in the pilot communities: 
“There is a communication problem, these people [pilot management] do not let 
us know early about their plans so they will call you now and tell you to be in 
their office tomorrow and that means that you have to cancel your plans with 
people [communities]”. [NARDEP CDA, Eastern Cape] 
We also found that the interviewees in the pilot areas viewed the NARDEP management at 
the national office as somehow alien to the pilot areas. Some of the respondents in the pilot 
areas highlighted the need for the programme managers at the national office to be more 
involved in the pilot areas since the people on the ground “want to see the very people that 
mange us so that they can believe that our programme is real”. This view was also confirmed 
by a member of the Kagiso Trust management who said that: 
 “ … issues such as the location of the programme management and the 
implementation sites has an impact on monitoring … and learning lessons by the 
programme management who are located far away from the pilot sites …” 
[Kagiso Trust Management member]  
 
The role of Kagiso Trust Board in the management of NARDEP 
Regarding the role of Kagiso Trust board in the management of NARDEP, we also found that 
the questions under this sub-theme were only relevant to the Kagiso Trust management 
members, Kagiso Trust Task Team members and the NARDEP director. There is a general 
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consensus amongst these respondents about the role that the board should play in the 
management of the programme. Most of the respondents indicated that they view the role of 
the board as that of “an advisory body and custodian of NARDEP”. However, some 
respondents went further to indicate that although the Task Team, as board members, has 
played a role in the conceptualisation of the NARDEP, they have done very little with respect 
to issues of management of the programme and its handling of finances. One of the 
respondents in this category went as far as suggesting the disbandment of the Task Team in 
order to improve the role of the board in the programme: 
“ … the role of the board in the programme could be improved by disbanding the 
task Team as it stands and eventually establishing a broad forum in replacement 
of the Task Team because at times, the lines of accountability between the KT 
Task Team and the NARDEP management are blurred.” [Kagiso Trust 
Management member] 
A further suggestion amongst this category of respondents that are disconcerted by the role of 
the Task Team in the management of NARDEP is that the “Kagiso Trust management should 
also make a decision on whether it continues with the programme or not and also decide on its 
role with regards to informing the government‟s community worker programme. NARDEP 
should also consider developing a „lessons learnt document‟ for the purposes of informing the 
community development worker programme of the government.” (Kagiso Trust management 
member). 
 
Human Resource Management Issues of NARDEP 
Another sub-theme under the overall management of NARDEP related to the undertaking of 
the programme‟s human resource management. In this section, the respondents were 
requested to indicate their views with regards to the management of human resources by the 
NARDEP management. Again the questions under this sub-theme were more relevant to the 
Kagiso Trust management, pilot programme coordinators, CDE‟s, CDA‟s and NARDEP 
management at the national office. 
 
Our general findings in this sections were that human resource management issues added to 
the general management inefficiencies of the NARDEP management that were identified by 
our respondents. This finding was also admitted by the programme management itself. It 
appears that the general lack of human resource management capacity of NARDEP is the 
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main source of this inefficiency. However, pilot coordinators, CDE‟s, CDA‟s together with 
the Kagiso Trust management were generally more forthcoming on this aspect. These 
respondents highlighted issues such as their none-clarity of the programme‟s employment 
policies including disciplinary procedures, conflicts between the programme staff and 
management, the general ignorance of employment practices by management as serious 
human resource management issues that are impacting negatively on the programme. 
 
Most of the respondents indicated the CCMA matters that the programme recently defended 
as testimony to this human resource management inefficiency of the NARDEP management. 
The following passages are quotes given by some of the respondents in this regard: 
“ …we are dealing with an insensitive management here and I think that the 
solution lies in capacitating the management of the programme on human 
resources management issues …, for example, if one looks at those cases [that 
were lodged with CCMA], they could have been avoided and not reached that far. 
Management’s ignorance of human resource management issues contributed to 
that [the CCMA matter]. NARDEP should be guided by KT financial management 
and human resources policies, but the programme is not doing that and the 
danger is that the programme might suffer because of unpopular decision.” 
[NARDEP coordinator] 
“… the programme suffered a blow when the two trainees took it to the CCMA 
because they were under the impression that the programme will take them as 
employees after the first phase of village orientation …” [NARDEP Director ] 
“… the programme management seems not to be glued-up with employment 
legislation and employment good practices ..., understanding [the process of] 
hiring and firing people is very important.” [Kagiso Trust management 
member] 
“… there seems to be a problem with the management of issues that relate to staff 
members … sometimes travel claims are not paid on time and this creates an 
unnecessary burden on us as staff.” [NARDEP CDE, Limpopo pilot] 
“… there are a lot of changes. Verbal orders are a problem; rumours; 
management is too harsh, [they are just] disciplining people without verification 
of issues …” [NARDEP CDA Eastern Cape] 
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Financial Management Issues of NARDEP 
The final sub-theme in this section relates to the financial matters of NARDEP. This sub 
theme can be categorised into two different sections: financial management including 
budgetary issues of the programme; and fundraising issues as well as the programme‟s overall 
financial sustainability. These two categories are discussed in more detail below. 
 
Financial management, including the budgetary issues of NARDEP 
In this section we asked the respondents for their views on the general management of the 
financial issues of NARDEP. Further, we probed for the respondents‟ views on the budgetary 
processes of the programme. The questions were found to be more relevant to the NARDEP 
management, Kagiso Trust management members, Kagiso Trust Task Team members and, to 
a lesser extent, NARDEP CDA‟s and CDE‟s.  
 
With regards to financial management, our findings are that the NARDEP management has 
been unable to effectively cope in this arena. This is the view that was indicated by most of 
the respondents that we interviewed across all the above sectors. According to our informants, 
this financial management inefficiency impacts negatively on the implementation of the 
programme in the pilot areas. It appears from the information that we gathered during the 
interviews that the management of the programme spends most of its energies on the 
implementation of the programme and in the process they neglect their management duties. A 
coordinator on the programme summed up this view by indicating that: 
“… the programme needs someone who has managerial experience and who can 
also do the manager’s functions such as fundraising, monitoring and effective 
management of the programme.” [NARDEP Coordinator] 
 
The inability of the programme management to set-up cost-based activities in the 
implementation of the programme is also identified by most of the respondents as a major 
shortcoming of the programme‟s management. This view has also been confirmed by the 
programme management itself. For example, the programme director said: 
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“…the programme has not been scientific in appointing people to work on the 
programme and costs involved with personnel … [have] been impacting 
negatively on the programme …’ [Nardep Director] 
A member of the Kagiso Trust management also indicated that this lack of financial foresight 
on the part of the NARDEP management contributes to tensions between the Kagiso Trust 
management and NARDEP management because “the management of the programme feels 
that there are certain constraints imposed by KT [on them]”. As an example of this, the 
informant reported that when financial requisitions are made by the NARDEP management, 
there is a sense that “the KT financial department should just make payments without even 
having the reasons for such payments motivated.” 
 
According to some informants, this lack of control of financial matters also affected 
programme management by resulting in Kagiso Trust overriding programme management 
with the imposition of their own bureacratic control.  
 
We also established that participation in the overall management of the programme, including 
participation in financial management, is another point of concern. The general view of some 
of the interviewees is that the programme‟s national office management is not consulting with 
the pilot coordinators with regards to financial issues and as such, the “management of the 
programme becomes a one man show”. This was indicated by members of Kagiso Trust 
management and some of the interviewees from the pilot areas themselves. For example, one 
of the CDE‟s in pilot offices said the following in this regard: 
“There is no sufficient consultation between the programme management and the 
pilot areas with regards to budgetary matters … even when we submit our claims 
to the national office, we are just submitting without knowing whether there is 
money or not.” 
The two pilot coordinators also indicated that in the past they used to have monthly meetings 
with the national management of NARDEP where financial issues where also discussed but 
that does not happen anymore. When we probed for reasons for this change of strategy, the 
respondents indicated that they were not aware of the reasons for the change. 
Fundraising matters of NARDEP and its overall financial sustainability 
Another crucial element of issues pertaining to the finances of NARDEP is its fundraising 
initiatives. This issue cut across all the financial issues of the programme and impacts highly 
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on the overall sustainability of the programme. On this section, we asked the respondents for 
their views on the ability of NARDEP to secure funding on its own. This question was 
directed to the members of the NARDEP management team; Kagiso Trust management 
members; Task Team members; CDE‟s and CDA‟s. 
 
According to the views of most respondents, the fundraising initiatives of this programme are 
not effective. Most of the respondents indicated that the programme has for a while depended 
on Kagiso Trust as its main source of funds. This remained the situation until recently when 
the programme managed to secure some funding to the amount of R5 million from the Kellog 
Foundation. When we probed for a causal nexus of the programmes‟ inability to raise funds,  
the general consensus amongst the respondents was that the programme management has not 
done a great job in raising funds for the programme and thus ensuring its overall 
sustainability. For example, one of the members of the Kagiso Trust management indicated 
that: 
 
 “when the programme was initiated, the board set aside a certain amount of money as 
funding for the programme and that funding was supposed to be matched by a similar 
amount of funding from the side of the programme itself, but until a few months back, 
the programme failed to secure any form of funding”. 
 
CDE‟s and CDA‟s that were interviewed during the study also identified fundraising issues as 
an impediment on the overall implementation of the programme. For example, some CDE‟s 
in one pilot area indicated that during the beginning of the year, they were out of employment 
contracts because of a lack of funds in the programme. One of the respondents in this 
category attributes the programme‟s inability to raise funds to “lack of skills and our inability 
to market ourselves.” Another respondent indicated that: 
“… the fact that in all this time we have managed to get funding from only one 
funder … means that there is a problem somewhere”. [NARDEP Coordinator]  
The general impact of this fundraising challenge according to the programme employees in 
the pilot is that in the end, most of them become demoralised in performing their duties 
because they are uncertain about their futures and the overall future of the programme. A 
further impact according to one pilot coordinator is that: 
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“… some of the pilot milestones such as the curriculum development have been 
delayed precisely because there was no funding …’ [NARDEP coordinator] 
The programme management has also conceded to this failure to raise funds for the project as 
a general handicap and they generally attribute it to capacity issues such as the understaffing 
of the programme and “a lack of a marketing strategy”. One of the NARDEP managers 
indicated that this funding issue can be averted if the “programme is marketed like a business 
and this is where the private sector should be coming in with funds to carry all the marketing 
strategies”. 
 
However, the general feeling amongst most members of Kagiso Trust management is that 
given this funding situation, “the lifespan of the pilot programme may have to be cut short”. 
One Kagiso Trust member of management also indicated that it will be difficult to secure 
funding for the programme from the private sector particularly because the programme does 
not directly relate to this sector‟s activities such as the education of employees in the private 
sector. In addition, it was also indicated by some of the respondents that the funding situation 
in the country has changed and most funders prefer funding programmes that are linked to 
government‟s activities. 
 
Generally, NARDEP is seen as a financial liability on Kagiso Trust by some of our 
respondents on the Kagiso Trust management and the board. A member of the Task Team 
echoed this general feeling by indicating that: 
“… KT is a small body with various other programmes and cannot afford to have 
all its energies pulled into one direction.” [Member of the Task Team].  
A further suggestion with regards to how these financial difficulties of the programme can be 
dealt with was that “NARDEP be assisted into becoming an independent Section 21 
company” and Kagiso Trust assume an advisory role in this new dispensation.  
 IMPACT ON BENEFICIARIES 
This section will try to illustrate the impact that the programme had on the beneficiaries in the 
two pilot areas that we visited. In general, however, it seems that the programme has played a 
remarkable role in advancing developmental initiatives and assisting communities to access 
government services in the communities that it is currently being piloted in. 
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Beneficiaries’ Knowledge of the Programme 
 
We asked our respondents about the extent of community knowledge of the programme in 
both of the pilot areas. According to most respondents, the programme is widely known in the 
communities. It was indicated that the programme was introduced through community 
meetings, workshops and community forums. Respondents representing NARDEP in the pilot 
areas mentioned that it was difficult in the beginning to sell NARDEP to the communities 
because of the communities‟ previous bad experiences with NGOs in their areas. According 
to our informants, in the past a lot of NGO‟s and CBO‟s would start community development 
initiatives and when the communities were enthusiastic about these developments, the 
programmes would collapse and the NGO‟s and CBO‟s would then disappear. Up to now, 
however, NARDEP has enjoyed a lot of support from all the stakeholders involved in the pilot 
areas which includes community based organisations, government departments, local 
government and the community at large and this could be attributed to the fact that the 
programme has been sustainable for a while. In addition, our informants attributed the support 
that NARDEP has received from communities to the commitment that the programme staff 
that is operating in the pilot areas has shown in ensuring that these communities received 
quality assistance. An example of a situation when some of the NARDEP staff in the pilot 
areas worked without a salary for a while was advanced to indicate their level of commitment 
to their cause.  
 
Although the National Rural Development Education Programme is known in both pilot 
areas, we found that communities in Limpopo, were more likely to be aware of the 
programme than communities in the Eastern Cape. It was interesting to note that during the 
site study in the Limpopo pilot area, one out three ordinary members of the community who 
we interviewed knew Kagiso Trust and its activities. This knowledge was mainly attributed to 
the assistance that the programme workers were giving to ordinary members of the 
community and the support that NARDEP is receiving from community organisations, 
traditional authorities, national government departments, local government and members of 
the communities themselves.  
 
In the Eastern Cape pilot area on the other hand, we found that the knowledge of NARDEP 
lies mainly with members of the community who are involved in community development 
projects rather than the ordinary citizens who only knew that there is someone within the 
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community who is assisting people on a number social issues affecting them.  One of the 
beneficiaries had the following to say in this regard: 
 
““…a boy called Ncedile came and told us about Kagiso. He is the person who 
helps people …” Local community member, EC pilot area  
It was also established during the pilot visits that whilst the activities of the Limpopo pilot 
were mainly centred around ensuring that members of the community accessed government 
services, the Eastern Cape pilot‟s focus is on training members of the community that are 
involved in development projects in the area. For example, an Eastern Cape member of the 
community said the following when we asked her about her knowledge of NARDEP: 
“…They[NARDEP] mostly provide trainings for projects running in the area” 
Local community beneficiary, EC. 
Another local community member of the Eastern Cape NARDEP pilot area said the following 
when asked to illustrate her knowledge of the programme: 
“…it is very little (knowledge), because there is one lady who works for Kagiso 
Trust and the only thing we know about Kagiso Trust is that they are funders. 
Otherwise I do not have any other knowledge about their activities.” Local 
community beneficiary, EC. 
The visits to the pilots also revealed that ordinary members of the community identified more 
with the name of Kagiso Trust, the custodian of NARDEP, rather than the programme itself. 
This was the case in both pilot areas and the research team initially struggled to get responses 
from members of the communities when they were aked about NARDEP and it was only 
when the researchers mentioned the name „Kagiso Trust” that the members of local 
communities indicated their knowledge of a Kagiso Trust funded initiative in their areas. In 
addition, the pilot visits also revealed that in certain cases ordinary members of the 
community would identify more with the CDA‟s that are operating in their areas and at the 
same time be ignorant of the programme that these CDA‟s were representing.  
 
Some representatives of local government and CDA‟s dismissed this lack of information of 
community members of NARDEP as a programme and attributed it to ignorance. In their own 
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words, some of the people interviewees had the following to say about the knowledge of 
community members of NARDEP: 
 
“…they[community members] know about the programme because she [the CDA] 
attends all the meetings and I introduce the programme to the people every time there. 
People also come to her when they have problems and she helps them, so they know.” 
[Councillor, Buffalo Municipality] 
“…the whole community knows about the programme because meetings have 
been held at the different villages where people were told about the programme.” 
[CDA, Limpopo]  
“…the community knows the programme because when the programme was started in 
this area the councillor was consulted and was invited to attend NARDEP related 
meetings so that he would be able to introduce the programme to the community 
members. A door-to-door campaign was then conducted to find out what the needs of 
the people were.” [CDA, Eastern Cape] 
 
Other interviewees however, indicated that the lack of knowledge of NARDEP on the part of 
community members was a result of lack of interest that the communities in the pilot areas 
have shown on the programme. It was indicated by some of these interviewees that although 
CDA‟s went out of their way to sell the programme by calling community meetings, only a 
few members of the community attended these meetings.  
 
Programme benefits for Beneficiaries 
We found that the programme has generally contributed to the quality of life of the 
communities where the programme is currently being piloted. Communities have reported 
that they have better access to social services and other government services since the 
inception of the programme. Respondents also mentioned that through programmes like 
NARDEP, a lot can be achieved with regards to the development of rural areas. The 
programme was seen as a tool that will benefit communities throughout the country, not only 
in terms of government services, but also in terms of programmes that would develop 
communities to be self-sustainable and thereby creating employment for them. 
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Services 
 
We asked the respondents about the impact that NARDEP has had on the provision of 
services in the pilot areas as one of the indicators of the impact assessment of the programme. 
This was done after we received evidence from the responses that we received that the 
programme has had a huge positive impact on the quality of life of the beneficiaries. We were 
initially able to establish that NARDEP‟s impact on the delivery of services to the 
beneficiaries varied in both pilot areas. For example, beneficiaries in Limpopo were more 
likely to receive more information on social services, while beneficiaries in the Eastern Cape 
were likely to have more information on how to sustain projects and businesses in their areas.  
 
When asked about the demand of government services, one of the partners interviewed in the 
Eastern Cape indicated that there is a gradual demand for these services as a result of 
information dissemination by CDA‟s, although more information has been around 
sustainability of businesses and community projects. According to one of the community 
members: 
 
“…as soon as this programme gets accessible to many people, we shall all  see 
the difference it makes, because people will learn that they need to wake up and 
do things for themselves because Kagiso Trust helps youth to do just that” 
NARDEP Partners, EC. 
Furthermore, the general feeling among people interviewed in the Eastern Cape was that the 
programme helps to identify the needs of the people and also tries to come up with a way of 
meeting those needs. Most of the local community members in the pilot areas felt that 
NARDEP was a necessary intervention especially since there is a lack of interaction between 
governments in the communities. It was indicated that the programme was introduced at the 
right time when most of the communities were complaining about the lack of service delivery 
and the lack of knowledge about where to access these services when a need arose. 
 
Some community members have referred to the programme as a “Messiah” because it has 
brought the government closer to them. The community members mentioned that through 
CDAs interaction with councillors and relevant government departments, service delivery has 
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been evident mostly from the Department of Social Development and the Department of 
Home Affairs. According to our respondents, who were local representatives of government, 
local partners of NARDEP and general members of the community, there have been a lot of 
changes in their communities since the introduction of the pilot programmes. According to 
one of the of the NARDEP partners: 
“…there have been changes for example the village residents no longer rely on 
ward councillors for information and they do not have to travel long distances in 
order to access services at particular service points instead they can communicate 
their problems to the CDAs and through the CDAs their problems are referred to 
the relevant stakeholders.” NARDEP Partner, Limpopo pilot area. 
Interestingly, some of the NARDEP employees in the pilot areas also mentioned that there 
have been enquiries from other villages where the programme is not piloted about the 
prospects of it being brought to their villages. As earlier mentioned, the programme helped 
people to get access to government services, especially when it comes to acquiring birth 
certificates, Identity Documents and most especially social grants. This acknowledgment can 
be seen as a positive that NARDEP is meeting its main objective of educating the 
communities. It can also be said that this acknowledgement highlights that NARDEP will 
enjoy support if rolled out to other areas in the country. Another NARDEP partner had this to 
say in support the above statement: 
 
“… NARDEP is thus regarded by government as being closer to the people 
because they interact with the people from time to time which means NARDEP is 
actually serving some of the government’s policies in terms of service provision 
and access to information. The programme thus serves … as a link between the 
government service points and the villages in which it operates.”[NARDEP 
partner, Limpopo] 
 
During the Limpopo pilot when we asked our informants about the impact of NARDEP on 
the local community, it was indicated that before NARDEP was introduced to the area, the 
majority of community members had no knowledge of government services such as the social 
grants and other services they were entitled to by law. It was indicated that a lot of people 
used to have a number of problems and they did not have any idea of whom to approach in 
order to address their problems. Although there are councillors within the communities, it was 
indicated that they spent most of their time at the council offices than in the communities they 
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are supposed to serve. The introduction of CDAs brought some relief as the communities did 
not have to worry about whom to approach in case they needed some clarifications or 
information. Community members also confirmed these assertions themselves. 
 
Although community members appreciated the services that they were receiving from the 
CDA‟s through NARDEP, they were very concerned that their expectations would be raised 
as a result, only to find that the programme is cancelled at a later stage. This has happened in 
the past with other similar initiatives according to them. 
 
NARDEP staff members were also enthusiastic about the linkages that the programme was 
bringing between government and rural communities: 
“…the impact that the programme has had on the communities where the pilot is 
being implemented is that there has been an improvement in the quality of life of 
these community members. A further benefit relates to the Community 
Development Assistants themselves who were unemployed before they were 
engaged in the programme. The programme has also successfully linked the youth 
in the community with the Umsombovu Youth Fund and most of the youth in the 
community is currently establishing business plans in order to access funds form 
such agencies.” [NARDEP pilot coordinator] 
 “…there has been reasonable change. We now have been involved and helped 
people to get involved with the department of Agriculture and have projects, the 
community gardens that are supported by the department of agriculture. We have 
people involved in poultry projects. And also, the Department of Social 
development was not well known to the people and now they know about such 
services. So now accessing the grants has been easier for the people. We teach 
people to stand on their feet and do it for themselves.” [Eastern Cape CDA] 
 
In the Eastern Cape, as earlier indicated, NARDEP‟s foot soldiers assisted community 
members mostly with information relating to businesses, but less on government services. 
Furthermore, members of the community were very pleased to mention that the information 
they received from CDAs helped them to be able to formalise their business and register them 
as legal entities. According to one of the partners in the Eastern Cape: 
“…there was a youth organisation and I asked them about where they got 
information about how they could formulate businesses and business plans and 
then they said they got it form foot soldiers and when I asked where those people 
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were coming from, they said they were coming from NARDEP. That’s how I knew 
that at least there is something around” NARDEP Partner, EC. 
It was also indicated that the relationship developed with the Provincial Department of 
Agriculture to help the community enhance the existing agricultural projects is very 
beneficial. Apparently the officials from this department have been „hands-on‟ in helping the 
communities by offering them training on how to care for their farming projects. In Limpopo, 
the provision of information and training of project staff on projects management has pumped 
life into those projects.  
 
Employment 
 
With regard to impact that the programme has had on employment in the pilot areas, we were 
able to establish that this impact is minimal. There were mixed feeling among all stakeholders 
involved when asked about NARDEP‟s impact on employment in the pilot areas.  One of the 
partners in the Eastern Cape indicated that although there isn‟t much impact on employment, 
there is a little difference on the side of the CDA‟s appointed. He indicated that due to high 
unemployment rate in the province, NARDEP made a difference to a few that have been 
appointed. He continued to say that the training that the CDA‟s received will also make them 
employable and stand a chance of being absorbed by the government‟s Community 
Development Worker programme if NARDEP ceased to exist.  
 
Furthermore, the NARDEP staff were in unison that the programme has brought change in 
their lives because they are now earning an income as a result of the programme. It has 
reportedly targeted the unemployed in appointing the CDA‟s in these pilot areas. According 
to some of the CDA‟s 
 
“…employment wise, it has helped me because I was not working, I was just 
volunteering. So now it is helping me because…money wise I’m able to take care 
of my daughter and help husband with school fees.” CDA, Eastern Cape 
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One programme staff member argued that NARDEP has created employment to 53 people 
since its inception, and this can be seen as a positive impact on employment. It is also 
believed that the socio-economic initiatives to be identified will also help individuals to be 
self-reliant. It was further indicated that these socio-economic initiatives will also create 
employment for a number of people in the communities where NARDEP operates. 
 
The latter sentiment was echoed by one of the CDEs in Limpopo who said: 
 
“…many community members will benefit the most once socio-economic 
initiatives are identified and implemented”[CDE, Lipopo] 
 
Although the appointment of CDA‟s was a positive impact on the communities we found that 
the employment situation has not improved in these pilot areas. According to a CDA in 
Limpopo, NARDEP has not reached a point where one can say that it has impacted in 
providing opportunities for employment. These sentiments were echoed by some of the 
community members who indicated that NARDEP only contributed to a few individuals 
within their communities. the community members indicated however, that since the 
programme is a pilot, they hoped that it will create more work opportunities in the future. 
 
Sense of Ownership 
 
With regard to sense of ownership of the programme from the side of the beneficiaries in the 
pilots, we found that there is a fair level of ownership. It was reported that local communities 
respond positively to the programme and in some instances, members of these communities 
would visit the pilot offices or the CDA‟s homes to voice their appreciation. Generally, 
however, we found that ownership of the programme is limited because it is only people that 
have contact with the CDA‟s that are widely acknowledging its work. It was however, 
indicated that members of the community who are aware of the programme have been 
supportive is a sense that they are able to refer other members to CDAs if they experienced 
any problem affecting them socially or somehow.  
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According to one of the partners, the beneficiaries have a sense of ownership in the sense that 
the people who are in the leadership (Coordinators and CDE‟s) belong to the communities 
that they serve and it is easier for the communities to access the services from the people that 
they know. From our observation of CDA‟s interactions with the communities during the site 
visits, it can be said that in the long run, local community members will have a high sense of 
ownership because a lot is being done by the pilot programme management to educate them 
about the prohgramme.  
 
Members of the pilot communities have also communicated to us that their lives will not be 
same if the programme was to be discontinued. They mentioned that it has been difficult to 
access most of government services in the past, but since the CDA‟s were introduced, a lot of 
things have become accessible and they also now know where to go for specific services.   
 
According to most of the CDA‟s in both pilot areas, members of the community always 
approach NARDEP‟s CDA‟s for assistance instead of government community development 
workers, and this, according to them, is a clear indication that the communities have 
embraced the programme. In order to improve the beneficiaries‟ sense of ownership, CDA‟s 
have suggested that further training of village based facilitators. In addition, NARDEP 
employees in the pilot areas indicated a need to tighten the relations between NARDEP‟s 
CDA‟s and the government community development workers at local level. One of the 
programme coordinators had this to say in this regard: 
 
“…community members have also shown high level of interest on the NARDEP 
programme and this shows some sense of ownership. This is also indicated by the 
way in which people refer problems to the NARDEP personnel.”[NARDEP 
coordinator, Limpopo] 
 
The main challenge associated with the full sense of ownership mentioned by the NARDEP 
staff was the uncertainty about the future of the programme and theirs. They indicated that 
their contracts ended in June and there is no word coming from the head office with regards to 
their renewal. They also indicated that the programme has raised the expectations of the 
community and they (CDAs) do not know what would happen if the programme‟s coffers run 
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dry. It was suggested that the management should roll their sleeves to ensure the sustainability 
of the programme. 
PROGRAMME OBJECTIVES 
In this section we tried to establish whether the programme was meeting its objectives given 
the aims, mission and its vision. There was a general agreement amongst our informants that 
some of the programme‟s objectives were being realised although some of the respondents 
indicated that they were uncertain about the impact of the programme on the communities 
since there were no impact-reports forthcoming on the part of the programme management.  
 
Further, as indicated on the above theme on the impact of the programme on the beneficiaries 
in the pilot areas, we were able to establish that the programme has succeeded in reaching the 
targeted communities and assisting them in accessing crucial government services. 
 
However, we also found that the objectives of securing independent funding for the 
programme and eventually create a financially viable and sustainable programme has not been 
fully achieved.  
 
Finally, the overall vision of establishing NARDEP as a programme that would eventually be 
taken over by government similarly to certain other Kagiso Trust initiative of similar nature 
has also not been achieved. 
C A S E RESEARCH FOR KAGISO TRUST IMPACT ASSESSMENT OF NARDEP 
 
 
37 CONCLUSION 
CONCLUSION 
The project examined the general impact of NARDEP since the inception of the programme 
in the pilot areas. More emphasis of this impact assessment dwelled on issues that relate to the 
overall management of the programme and its sustainability. This allowed us to have an 
insight into overall functioning of the programme and to peruse, to an extent, its future 
prospects.  
 
However, before we even engage in issues relating to the overall impact of the programme 
since its inception in the pilots, management issues of NARDEP which are the core of the 
difficulties that the programme is experiencing, and its future prospects, we feel it prudent 
that we emphasise our observation. This is an observation that has also been indicated 
elsewhere trough the observations of some our interviewees: NARDEP is a huge programme 
that was undertaken without a necessary feasibility study of its size, and more importantly, its 
costs to its custodian Kagiso Trust. 
 
However, the impact that the programme has had in the pilot areas in a short period of 2 years 
is tremendous. This is despite the fact that there are delays in some of the milestones of the 
programme viz., curriculum for the training of community development workers has not been 
designed and socio-economic activities have not been identified for the communities in the 
pilot villages. 
 
All of this being said however, the future of the programme seems threatened by a series of 
management inefficiencies. Central to these is the failure of the programme to secure funding 
for its sustainability; budgetary inefficiencies; and the overall inadequacy of good governance 
practices in the management of the programme. Compounding these factors also, is the 
apparent lack of interest on NARDEP from government despite both parties‟ common interest 
in promoting rural development through a corpse of community workers based in these rural 
areas.  
 
We believe that the future of NARDEP lies in its ability to establish creative ways of linking 
its activities with the government programme and thus secure a stable source of funding in 
addition to a critical assessment of its internal management practices and their improvement. 
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For example, our interview with a government representative who is responsible for the 
governments‟ Community Development Worker Programme revealed that government was 
willing to have NARDEP as a partner in the implementation of the Community Development 
Worker Programme, especially given NARDEP‟s experience in the pilots. This interview also 
further revealed that government has already developed a curriculum for the training of 
Community Development Workers (one of the yet to be achieved NARDE milestones) and it 
is recommend that, pending the outcomes of NARDEP‟s negotiations with government for 
the fusion of these two programmes or the implementation of the government programme by 
NARDEP, all processes relating to the development of a curriculum for the training of 
community workers by NARDEP should be seized. 
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APPENDIX A:  KT  MANAGEMENT IDI 
Interview Guideline for Kagiso Trust Management Committee Members 
Hello, my name is … I work for C A S E; a research NGO based in Johannesburg and Cape Town. We 
have been asked by Kagiso Trust to look into the overall implementation of the National Rural 
Development Education Programme. The aim of this research is to establish the overall impact of the 
programme, its visions and goals and its challenges. I‟m going to ask you a few questions about the 
NARDEP and your general views about the programme as a KT Management Committee Member. 
If you have any additional information that you find necessary, please feel free to provide it. I will be 
recording this conversation so as not to interrupt its flow by taking notes while you speak. Are there 
any questions you would like to ask before we begin? 
1. [Ask the respondent their name and verify that you are speaking to a member of KT 
Management committee Member.] 
2. For how long have you been a member of the KT management committee member 
involved with the NARDEP?  
Partnerships 
3. In your view, has NARDEP been able to establish relationships and partnerships with 
other stakeholders (such as local councillors, government agencies and NGO‟s) since the 
inception of the programme in the pilot areas? If yes, with which 
organisations/government departments/parastatals do you know the programme to have 
developed partnerships with? 
If no, what was the main reason that led to such partnerships and relationships not been 
established? Go to q6. 
4. What has been the impact and challenges of partnerships and relationships that NARDEP 
has developed with these stakeholders?  
5. Of the partnerships and relationships has been established with all these stakeholders, 
which ones would you say are the most effective and which ones do you think are not 
effective? Why do you say that? 
6. In your view, what is the extent of government buy into the NARDEP concept of 
community development in relation to the current government policies? Why do you say 
that? What are the challenges with regards to government buy-in into the programme? 
7. Generally, what would you say is the extent of the impact of NARDEP on policy issues 
relating to rural development? 
Programme objectives  
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8. Has the programme management successfully undertaken a needs assessment for the 
villages in the pilot projects? And what were the challenges with this process? The data 
emanating from the needs assessments, do you think that it has been effectively used? 
9. Do you think that the management of the programme has effectively developed poverty 
eradication training curriculum for the CDW‟s in the pilot areas in accordance with the 
mission and vision of the programme? What, in your opinion, were the challenges, if any, 
with this process?  
10. Do you think that the training process of CDW‟s at the pilots was commissioned and 
undertaken efficiently and in accordance with the programme mission and vision? What 
were the challenges, if any, that were experienced with this process?  
11. Do you think that the process of identification of socio-economic initiatives in the pilot 
areas was commissioned and undertaken in accordance with the programme mission and 
vision? What were the challenges, if any, with this process? 
Management, financial issues and the overall viability of the programme 
12. What role does the Board play in the governance of the programme? 
13. Would you say that you are happy with the role of the Board in the governance of the 
programme? Why do you say that? 
14. Does the Board play an effective role in the governance of the programme? 
If no, what do you perceive that the role of the board should be in the governance of the 
programme? 
If yes, how can the role of the board in the governance of the programme be improved? 
15. Financial matters: What were the financial challenges for the programme since its 
inception? What was the impact of these financial challenges on the programme? [If there 
are challenges] how can they be best avoided in future? 
16. [If it is not already answered] what are the challenges with the project budgeting process? 
17. To what extent, are you aware of the policies of the programme? 
18. What mechanisms are in place for quality assurance of the programme? What was the 
impact of these mechanisms on the programme? 
19. Overall, is the NARDEP programme financially viable? Why do you say that? What is the 
overall impact of financial issues on the programme? 
20. What are the challenges with the programmes‟ overall management process? 
21. What are the challenges of managing human resources processes of the programme? 
22. What are the challenges of fund raising initiatives for the project and what is their impact 
on the programme? 
Overall  
23. Overall, given the aims, goals and vision of the programme and your experience in the 
pilot, would you say that the NARDEP is meeting its objectives? Why do you say that? 
24. Have you experienced any conflicts with the local councillors or traditional authority in 
this pilot area? 
25. Do you have any other additional in formation that you would like to provide with regards 
to the programme? 
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THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION 
END OF INTERVIEW 
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APPENDIX B:  KT  TASK TEAM MEMBERS IDI 
Interview Guideline for Kagiso Trust Task Team Members 
Hello, my name is … I work for C A S E; a research NGO based in Johannesburg and Cape Town. We 
have been asked by Kagiso Trust to look into the overall implementation of the National Rural 
Development Education Programme. The aim of this research is to establish the overall impact of the 
programme, its visions and goals and its challenges. I‟m going to ask you a few questions about the 
NARDEP and your general views about the programme as a KT Task Team Member. If you have 
any additional information that you find necessary, please feel free to provide it. I will be recording 
this conversation so as not to interrupt its flow by taking notes while you speak. Are there any 
questions you would like to ask before we begin? 
1. [Ask the respondent their name and verify that you are speaking to a member of KT Task 
Team.] 
2. For how long have you been a member of the KT Task Team of the NARDEP?  
Partnerships 
3. In your view, has NARDEP been able to establish relationships and partnerships with 
other stakeholders (such as local councillors, government agencies and NGO‟s) since the 
inception of the programme in the pilot areas?  
If yes, with which organisations/government departments/parastals do you know the 
programme to have developed partnerships with? 
If no, what was the main reason that led to such partnerships and relationships not been 
established? 
4. What has been the impact and challenges of partnerships and relationships that NARDEP 
has developed with these stakeholders?  
5. Of the partnerships and relationships that have been established with all these 
stakeholders, which ones would you say are the most effective and which ones would you 
say are not effective? Why do you say that? 
6. In your view, what is the extent of government buy into the NARDEP concept of 
community development in relation to the current government policies? Why do you say 
that? [please provide examples where possible]  
7. What are the challenges with regards to government buy-in into the programme? 
8. Generally, what would you say is the extent of the impact of NARDEP on policy issues 
relating to rural development? 
Programme objectives  
9. Would you say that the programme management has fully embraced the programme 
objectives since the inception of the programme in the pilot areas? Why do you say this? 
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10. Has the programme management successfully undertaken a needs assessment for the 
villages in the pilot areas? And what were the challenges with this process? The data 
emanating from the needs assessments, do you think that it has been effectively used? 
11. Do you think that the management of the programme has effectively developed poverty 
eradication training curriculum for the Community Development Workers (CDW‟s) in the 
pilot areas in accordance with the mission and vision of the programme? What, in your 
opinion, were the challenges, if any, with this process? 
12. Do you think that the training process of village facilitators at the pilots was 
commissioned and undertaken efficiently and in accordance with the programme mission 
and vision? What were the challenges, if any, that were experienced with this process?  
13. Do you think that the process of identification of socio-economic initiatives in the pilot 
areas was commissioned and undertaken in accordance with the programme mission and 
vision? Why do you say this? What were the challenges, if any, with this process? 
Management, governance, financial issues and the overall viability of the programme 
14. What role does the Board play in the governance of the programme? 
15. Would you say that you are happy with the role of the Board in the governance of the 
programme? Why do you say that? 
16. Does the Board play an effective role in the governance of the programme? 
If no, what do you perceive that the role of the board should be in the governance of the 
programme? 
If yes, how can the role of the board in the governance of the programme be improved? 
17. Financial matters: What were the financial challenges for the programme since its 
inception? What was the impact of these financial challenges on the programme? [If there 
are challenges] how can they be best avoided in future? 
18. [If it is not already answered] what are the challenges with the project budgeting process? 
19. To what extent, are you aware of the policies of the programme? 
20. Overall, is the NARDE programme financially viable? Why do you say that? What is the 
overall impact of financial issues on the programme? 
21. What are the challenges with the programmes‟ overall management process? 
22. What are the challenges of managing human resources processes of the programme? 
23. What are the challenges with regards to the raising of funds for the programme and what 
is their impact on the programme? 
Overall  
24. Overall, given the aims, goals and vision of the programme and your experience in the 
pilot, would you say that the NARDEP is meeting its objectives? Why do you say that? 
25. Do you have any other additional in formation that you would like to provide with regards 
to the programme? 
 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION 
END OF INTERVIEW 
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Interview Guideline for Programme Coordinators 
Hello, my name is … I work for C A S E; a research NGO based in Johannesburg and Cape Town. We 
have been asked by Kagiso Trust to look into the overall implementation of the National Rural 
Development Education Programme. The aim of this research is to establish the overall impact of the 
programme, its visions and goals and its challenges. I‟m going to ask you a few questions about your 
role, your experiences, challenges and general views as a Programme Coordinators on the 
programme and any additional information that you may provide to us for the betterment of the 
programme. I will be recording this conversation so as not to interrupt its flow by taking notes while 
you speak. Are there any questions you would like to ask before we begin? 
 
1. [Ask the respondent their name and verify that you are speaking to a Programme 
Coordinator of the NARDEP pilot programme.] 
2. For how long have you worked on this programme in your current capacity? If respondent 
has been working on the programme in another capacity, what was the respondent 
working as on the programme before now?  
3. What is the extent of government buy into the NARDEP concept of community 
development in relation to the current government policy in the areas where the pilots are 
in existence? 
4. What is the extent of the impact of NARDEP on NGO‟s in the pilot areas? Why do you 
say that? 
Partnerships 
5. Have you been able to establish relationships and partnerships with other stakeholders 
(such as local councillors, government agencies and NGO‟s) since the inception of the 
programme in this area? If yes, with which organisations/government 
departments/parastals have you been able to develop partnerships with. 
If no, what was the main reason that led to such partnerships and relationships not been 
established? 
6. What has been the impact and challenges of partnerships and relationships that you have 
developed with these stakeholders on the programme? [If there has been any 
memorandums of understanding or other relevant documentation that have been signed to 
solidify these partnerships, please ask for copies] 
7. Of the partnerships and relationships that you have established with all these stakeholders, 
which ones would you say are the most effective and which ones do you think are not 
effective? Why do you say that? 
Programme objectives  
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8. Have you successfully undertaken a needs assessment for the villages in this pilot project? 
And what were the challenges with this process? The data emanating from this needs 
assessment, how has it been captured and stored? 
9. Have you developed poverty eradication training curriculum for the pilot project? Has the 
curriculum been locally customised at the village-level and advised by the outcomes of 
the needs assessment process? What were the challenges with this process? 
10. Have you appointed primary trainers for this pilot project? And how many (in total) have 
been appointed? What were the challenges that you experienced with this process of 
appointing primary trainers for the project? 
11. Has the training process of the village based facilitators been undertaken? How many 
village-based facilitators in total has the primary trainers trained in this pilot? What were 
the challenges that were experienced with this process of training of village facilitators? 
12. Have the local counsellors representing the targeted areas of the pilot been approached for 
training? How many were trained? What were the difficulties with this process? 
13. Have you identified enterprise development initiatives in the area? How many in total 
have been identified? What were the challenges with this process? 
14. Has needs-based training on the chosen enterprise development initiatives commenced? 
What are the challenges with this process?  
15. Have the village-based facilitators begun needs-based training of rural enterprises staff in 
any of the villages in this pilot? What are the challenges with this process?  
Infrastructure 
16. What is your take on the programme infrastructure such as offices, local structures etc., in 
this pilot office? Do you think that the infrastructure available is sufficient or not? Why do 
you say that? 
17. Sufficient infrastructure/lack of it for the programme: How is it currently impacting on the 
pilot programme? 
Beneficiaries 
18. Can you briefly indicate to me the level of employment in this area of the NARDEP pilot? 
[Are there employment opportunities in this area? Are most people in this area employed? 
Which sectors are the most common employment sectors in this area? Etc.  
19. What is the impact of the pilot programme on employment in the area? 
20. Extent of local ownership of the programme: How are the local community/beneficiaries 
responding to the programme? What is their level of involvement with the programme? 
21. Would you say that the beneficiaries have a sense of ownership of the programme? Why 
do you say that? How can this beneficiaries‟ sense of ownership of the programme be 
improved? 
22. Would you say that the programme has facilitated an efficient channel of communication 
between government and the beneficiaries? Why do you say that? 
Management, financial issues and the overall viability of the programme 
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23. Financial matters: What were the financial challenges for the programme since its 
inception? What was the impact of these financial challenges on the programme? [If there 
are challenges] how can they be best avoided in future? 
24. [If it is not already answered] what are the challenges with the project budgeting process? 
25. Overall, is the NARDE programme financially viable? Why do you say that? What is the 
overall impact of financial issues on the programme? 
26. What are the challenges with the programmes‟ overall management process? 
27. What are the challenges of managing human resources processes of the programme? 
28. What are the challenges of fund raising for the project and what is their impact on the 
programme? 
Overall  
29. Overall, given the aims, goals and vision of the programme and your experience in the 
pilot, would you say that the NARDEP is meeting its objectives? Why do you say that? 
30. Have you experienced any conflicts with the local councillors or traditional authority in 
this pilot area? 
31. Do you have any other additional in formation that you would like to provide with regards 
to the programme that you would like us to record? 
 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION 
END OF INTERVIEW 
 
 
C A S E RESEARCH FOR KAGISO TRUST IMPACT ASSESSMENT OF NARDEP 
 
 
47 APPENDIX D: PROGRAMME DIRECTOR IDI 
APPENDIX D:  PROGRAMME DIRECTOR IDI 
Interview Guideline for Programme Director 
Hello, my name is … I work for C A S E; a research NGO based in Johannesburg and Cape Town. We 
have been asked by Kagiso Trust to look into the overall implementation of the National Rural 
Development Education Programme. The aim of this research is to establish the overall impact of the 
programme, its visions and goals and its challenges. I‟m going to ask you a few questions about your 
role, your experiences, challenges and general views as a Programme Director on the programme 
and any additional information that you may provide to us for the betterment of the programme. I will 
be recording this conversation so as not to interrupt its flow by taking notes while you speak. Are there 
any questions you would like to ask before we begin? 
 
1. [Ask the respondent their name and verify that you are speaking to a NARDEP 
programme Director.] 
2. For how long have you worked on this programme in your current capacity? If respondent 
has been working on the programme in another capacity, what was the respondent 
working as on the programme before now?  
Partnerships: 
3. Has the programme succeeded so far in establishing relationships and partnerships with 
other stakeholders (such as government departments, agencies and NGO‟s) since the 
inception of the pilots in the two provinces?  
If yes, with which organisations/government departments/parastals have you been able to 
develop efficient partnerships with? 
If no, what was the main reason that led to such partnerships and relationships not been 
established? 
4. What has been the impact and challenges of partnerships and relationships that you have 
developed with these stakeholders on the programme?  
5. Are your relationships in this regards formalised in any manner? [If there has been any 
memorandums of understanding or other relevant documentation that have been signed to 
solidify these partnerships, please ask for copies] 
6. Of the partnerships and relationships that you have established with all these stakeholders, 
which ones would you say are the most effective and which ones do you think are not 
effective? Why do you say that? 
7. [If not already answered] In your opinion, what is the extent of government buy into the 
NARDEP concept of community development in relation to the current government 
policy in the areas where you have pilots? 
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8. What is the extent of the impact of NARDEP on NGO‟s in the pilot areas? Has the 
programme generated interest from the NGO sector in the pilot areas? Is the support for 
the project from NGO‟s in the pilot projects? Why do you say that? 
Financial issues and the overall viability of the programme 
9. What were the financial challenges for the programme since its inception? What was the 
impact of these financial challenges on the programme? [If there are challenges] how can 
they be best avoided in future? 
10. [If it is not already answered] what are the challenges with the project budgeting process? 
11. [If it is not already answered] what are the challenges in securing funding for the 
programme (fund raising)? 
12. What is the overall impact of financial issues on the programme? 
13. What is your take on the programme infrastructure such as offices, local structures etc., in 
the pilot office? Do you think that the infrastructure available is sufficient or not? Why do 
you say that? 
14. Sufficient infrastructure/lack of it for the programme: How is it currently impacting on the 
pilot programme? 
15. Pilot programme staff: Do you think that the size of staff in the pilot offices is sufficient? 
Why do you say that? 
16. Overall, is the programme financially viable? Why do you say that?  
Programme implementation   
17. Training programme: would you say that the training curriculum CDW‟s has been 
successfully co-ordinated in accordance with the project vision in both provinces? What 
were the challenges that were experienced with the co-ordination of the curriculum? How 
were the challenges overcome? 
18. Has the training process of the CDW‟s been successfully undertaken? Why do you say 
that? What were the challenges that were experienced with this process of training of 
village facilitators? 
19. Has any of the Pilot Programme Coordinators reported any conflicts with the local 
councillors or traditional authority in this pilot area? (What are the general types of 
community dynamics that were experienced in the pilot areas?) 
Programme management 
20. What are the challenges with the programmes‟ overall management process? 
21. What are the challenges of managing human resources processes of the programme? 
22. What role does the Board play in the governance of the programme? 
23. Would you say that you are happy with the role of the Board in the governance of the 
programme? Why do you say that? 
24. Does the Board play an effective role in the governance of the programme? 
If no, what do you perceive that the role of the board should be in the governance of the 
programme? 
If yes, how can the role of the board in the governance of the programme be improved? 
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Beneficiaries 
25. What has been the benefit of the programme on the beneficiaries (all beneficiaries 
including CDW‟s and the communities in the pilots)? Why do you say that? 
26. What is the impact of the pilot programme on employment in the area? Why do you say 
that? 
27. Extent of local ownership of the programme: How are the local community/beneficiaries 
responding to the programme? What is their level of involvement with the programme? 
28. Would you say that the beneficiaries have a sense of ownership of the programme? Why 
do you say that? How can this beneficiaries‟ sense of ownership of the programme be 
improved? 
29. Would you say that the programme has facilitated an efficient channel of communication 
between government and the beneficiaries? Why do you say that? 
Overall  
30. Overall, given the aims, goals and vision of the programme and your experience in the 
pilot, would you say that the programme is meeting its objectives? Why do you say that? 
31. Do you have any other additional in formation that you would like to provide with regards 
to the programme? 
 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION 
END OF INTERVIEW 
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APPENDIX E:  NARDEP COORDINATORS IDI 
Interview Guideline for Programme Coordinators 
Hello, my name is … I work for C A S E; a research NGO based in Johannesburg and Cape Town. We 
have been asked by Kagiso Trust to look into the overall implementation of the National Rural 
Development Education Programme. The aim of this research is to establish the overall impact of the 
programme, its visions and goals and its challenges. I‟m going to ask you a few questions about your 
role, your experiences, challenges and general views as a Programme Coordinators on the 
programme and any additional information that you may provide to us for the betterment of the 
programme. I will be recording this conversation so as not to interrupt its flow by taking notes while 
you speak. Are there any questions you would like to ask before we begin? 
1. [Ask the respondent their name and verify that you are speaking to a Programme 
Coordinator of the NARDEP pilot programme.] 
2. For how long have you worked on this programme in your current capacity? If 
respondent has been working on the programme in another capacity, what was the 
respondent working as on the programme before now?  
3. What is the extent of government buy into the NARDEP concept of community 
development in relation to the current government policy in the areas where the pilots 
are in existence? 
4. What is the extent of the impact of NARDEP on NGO‟s in the pilot areas? Why do you 
say that? 
Partnerships 
5. Have you been able to establish relationships and partnerships with other stakeholders 
(such as local councillors, government agencies and NGO‟s) since the inception of the 
programme in this area? If yes, with which organisations/government 
departments/parastals have you been able to develop partnerships with. 
If no, what was the main reason that led to such partnerships and relationships not been 
established? 
6. What has been the impact and challenges of partnerships and relationships that you have 
developed with these stakeholders on the programme? [If there has been any 
memorandums of understanding or other relevant documentation that have been signed 
to solidify these partnerships, please ask for copies] 
7. Of the partnerships and relationships that you have established with all these 
stakeholders, which ones would you say are the most effective and which ones do you 
think are not effective? Why do you say that? 
Programme objectives  
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8. Have you successfully undertaken a needs assessment for the villages in this pilot 
project? And what were the challenges with this process? The data emanating from this 
needs assessment, how has it been captured and stored? 
9. Have you developed poverty eradication training curriculum for the pilot project? Has 
the curriculum been locally customised at the village-level and advised by the outcomes 
of the needs assessment process? What were the challenges with this process? 
10. Have you appointed primary trainers for this pilot project? And how many (in total) 
have been appointed? What were the challenges that you experienced with this process 
of appointing primary trainers for the project? 
11. Has the training process of the village based facilitators been undertaken? How many 
village-based facilitators in total has the primary trainers trained in this pilot? What were 
the challenges that were experienced with this process of training of village facilitators? 
12. Have the local counsellors representing the targeted areas of the pilot been approached 
for training? How many were trained? What were the difficulties with this process? 
13. Have you identified enterprise development initiatives in the area? How many in total 
have been identified? What were the challenges with this process? 
14. Has needs-based training on the chosen enterprise development initiatives commenced? 
What are the challenges with this process?  
15. Have the village-based facilitators begun needs-based training of rural enterprises staff 
in any of the villages in this pilot? What are the challenges with this process?  
Infrastructure 
16. What is your take on the programme infrastructure such as offices, local structures etc., 
in this pilot office? Do you think that the infrastructure available is sufficient or not? 
Why do you say that? 
17. Sufficient infrastructure/lack of it for the programme: How is it currently impacting on 
the pilot programme? 
Beneficiaries 
18. Can you briefly indicate to me the level of employment in this area of the NARDEP 
pilot? [Are there employment opportunities in this area? Are most people in this area 
employed? Which sectors are the most common employment sectors in this area? Etc.  
19. What is the impact of the pilot programme on employment in the area? 
20. Extent of local ownership of the programme: How are the local community/beneficiaries 
responding to the programme? What is their level of involvement with the programme? 
21. Would you say that the beneficiaries have a sense of ownership of the programme? Why 
do you say that? How can this beneficiaries‟ sense of ownership of the programme be 
improved? 
22. Would you say that the programme has facilitated an efficient channel of 
communication between government and the beneficiaries? Why do you say that? 
Management, financial issues and the overall viability of the programme 
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23. Financial matters: What were the financial challenges for the programme since its 
inception? What was the impact of these financial challenges on the programme? [If 
there are challenges] how can they be best avoided in future? 
24. [If it is not already answered] what are the challenges with the project budgeting 
process? 
25. Overall, is the NARDE programme financially viable? Why do you say that? What is 
the overall impact of financial issues on the programme? 
26. What are the challenges with the programmes‟ overall management process? 
27. What are the challenges of managing human resources processes of the programme? 
28. What are the challenges of fund raising for the project and what is their impact on the 
programme? 
Overall  
29. Overall, given the aims, goals and vision of the programme and your experience in the 
pilot, would you say that the NARDEP is meeting its objectives? Why do you say that? 
30. Have you experienced any conflicts with the local councillors or traditional authority in 
this pilot area? 
31. Do you have any other additional in formation that you would like to provide with 
regards to the programme that you would like us to record? 
 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION 
END OF INTERVIEW 
C A S E RESEARCH FOR KAGISO TRUST IMPACT ASSESSMENT OF NARDEP 
 
 
53 APPENDIX F: PROGRAMME STAFF 
APPENDIX F:  PROGRAMME STAFF  
Interview Guideline for Programme Staff (cde’s/mentors, trackers, Skills 
development facillitators) 
Hello, my name is … I work for C A S E; a research NGO based in Johannesburg and Cape Town. We 
have been asked by Kagiso Trust to look into the overall implementation of the National Rural 
Development Education Programme. The aim of this research is to establish the impact of the 
programme, its visions and goals and its challenges. I‟m going to ask you a few questions about your 
role, your experiences, challenges and general views as a member of staff on the programme and any 
additional information that you may provide to us for the betterment of the programme. I will be 
recording this interview so as not to interrupt its flow by taking notes while you speak.  Are there any 
questions you would like to ask before we begin? 
 
1. [Ask the respondent their name, verify you are speaking to a member of staff of the 
NARDE programme.] 
2. What is your current position on the programme? 
3. For how long have you worked on this programme in your current capacity? If 
respondent has been working on the programme in another capacity, what was the 
respondent working as on the programme before?  
4. What is the extent of government buy into the NARDEP concept of community 
development in relation to the current government policy in the area? Lead: This can be 
assessed by the level of interest shown by government institutions/department/agencies 
on the programme and their participation and enthusiasm when dealing with 
representatives of the programme. 
5. What is the overall impact of the NARDEP on NGO‟s in the area since its inception? 
Why do you say that? 
6. Since the introduction of this NARDE programme in this area, what would you say was 
the impact of the programme in terms of achieving its goals and visions? And what has 
been the challenges? 
Partnerships 
7. Has the programme been able to establish relationships and partnerships with other 
stakeholders (such as government institutions/departments/agencies and NGO‟s) since 
the inception of the programme in this area? If yes, with which 
organisations/government departments/parastals have you been able to develop 
partnerships with? 
If no, what was the main reason that led to such partnerships and relationships not been 
established? 
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8. What has been the impact and challenges of partnerships that you have developed with 
these stakeholders on the programme? [If there has been any memorandums of 
understanding or other relevant documentation that have been signed to solidify these 
partnerships, please ask for them] 
9. Of the partnerships and relationships that you have established with all these 
stakeholders, which ones would you say are the most effective and which ones do you 
think are not effective? Why do you say that? 
Infrastructure 
10. What is your take on the programme infrastructure such as offices, local structures etc., 
in this pilot area? Do you think that the infrastructure available is enough or not? Why 
do you say that? 
11. Infrastructure/lack of it for the programme: How is it currently impacting on the 
programme? 
Beneficiaries 
12. Can you briefly indicate the level of impact that the programme has had on the 
beneficiaries in this pilot area? 
13. Do you think that the training curriculum that was developed for the training of the 
CDW‟s was relevant and appropriate to the circumstances in the pilot area? 
14. What has been the impact of the programme on employment in the pilot area? 
15. Extent of local ownership of the programme: How are the local community/beneficiaries 
responding to the programme? 
16. Would you say that the beneficiaries have a sense of ownership of the programme? Why 
do you say that? 
17. Would you say that the programme has facilitated an efficient channel of 
communication between government and the communities? Why do you say that? 
Management and financial viability of the programme 
18. What is your view with regards to the effectiveness of management of the programme in 
fulfilling the programmes vision? 
19. What is your view with regards to the financial management and budgeting processes of 
the programme? Would you say that management and budgeting processes of the 
programme are effective? Why do you say that? {If the financial and management 
processes of the programme are not effective, how can they be improved?]  
20. Would you say that the role of the management of the programme in managing human 
resources processes is effective? Why do you say that? [If the role of the management of 
the programme in managing human resources processes is not effective, how can it be 
improved?] 
21. Do you think that the process of appointing CDW‟s was effective/credible?  Why do 
you say that? [If it was not effective, please list all the factors that made it defective?] 
22. Do you think that the training and deployment process of the CDW‟s was effective? 
Why do you say that? [If the process of training and deployment of CDW‟s was not 
effective, how can it be improved?] 
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23. Financial matters: How have the financial challenges been for the programme since its 
inception? What was the impact of these financial challenges on the programme? [If 
there are challenges how can they be best avoided in future?] 
Overall  
24. Overall, given the aims, goals and vision of the programme and your experience in the 
pilot, would you say that the NARDEP is meeting its objectives? Why do you say that? 
25. Have you experienced any conflicts with the local councillors or traditional authority in 
this pilot area? 
26. Do you have any other additional in formation that you would like to provide with 
regards to the programme that you would like us to record? 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION 
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APPENDIX G:  PARTNERS IDI 
Interview Guideline for NARDEP Stakeholders/Partners 
Hello, my name is … I work for C A S E; a research NGO based in Johannesburg and Cape Town. We 
have been asked by Kagiso Trust to look into the overall implementation of the National Rural 
Development Education Programme. The aim of this research is to establish the impact of the 
programme, its visions and goals and its challenges. I‟m going to ask you a few questions about your 
general views as a representative of the NARDEP Stakeholder Group/Partner that is supposed to be 
exposed to the programme activities. I will be recording this interview so as not to interrupt its flow by 
taking notes while you speak and please, feel free to provide any additional information that you may 
have with regards to the programme.  Are there any questions you would like to ask before we begin? 
Introduction 
1. [Ask the respondent their name and ask the respondent to state their position and the 
type of stakeholder group/Partner that they are re presenting, verify you are speaking to 
a representative of a stakeholder group/partner of NARDEP.] Please note that the 
following are the possible stakeholder groups/partners of NARDEP: NGO’s; 
CBO’s; Government structures (councillors, Ward committees, municipalities, 
provincial government structures, national government structures; Tertiary 
institutions; and SITA’s.  
2. How long have you been (or has your organisation been) a partner/stakeholder group in 
the NARDEP programme?  
Partnerships  
3. For how long have you been aware of the work of the National Rural Education 
Development Programme in the pilot area? 
4. Would you say that the National Rural Development Education Programme provides 
and ideal way of poverty alleviation in the rural areas such as this one? Why do you say 
that?  
5. Would you say that the relationship between you (the stakeholder group/partner you are 
representing) and NARDEP is sustainable? Why do you say that? 
6. Would you say that the relationship between you (the stakeholder group/partner you are 
representing) and NARDEP is efficient? Why do you say that? 
7. What are the challenges of this relationship between the stakeholder group/partner you 
are representing and NARDEP? If there any challenges, how can they be overcome? 
8. As a stakeholder group/partner on the NARDE programme, what are you contributing 
towards the sustainability of the programme? Probe for: are you contributing financial 
and/or other resources towards the programme? Etc. 
9. What has been the impact of the NARDEP on government structures in the pilot area 
since the inception of the programme? Has the programme improved government 
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communications with communities? Has the programme improved government access 
to communities etc.? Or, has the programme facilitated an improvement in government 
policies regarding rural development? 
10. Would you say that the programme serves any useful purpose with regards to any of the 
government‟s current policies? Probe for: does the programme serve as a link between 
government service points and the villages in which it operates? Does the programme 
assist government in educating village residents about government services? Etc. 
11. Generally, do you think that government department/structure that you represent 
supports the idea of a National Rural Development Education Programme of this 
nature? Why do you say that? 
Beneficiaries 
12. Since the inception of the programme in the area, has there been a general noticeable 
difference/change with regards to beneficiaries‟ demand of government services such as 
financial assistance for small business establishment etc.? Please give examples. 
13. What has been the impact of NARDEP on employment in this area? Probe: has there 
been an improvement in employment opportunities or has the employment situation 
remained the same? 
14. What has been the impact of the programme on other NGO‟s in the area? Has the 
programme improved the manner I which NGO‟s in the area tackle issues of rural 
development? Has the programme increased dialogue on community development etc? 
15. Since the inception of the programme in the pilot areas, has there been an improvement 
in communication between the government and the community? Why do you say that? 
[Probe for: whether there has been an increasing awareness of government services in 
the community since the inception of the programme/has NARDEP served as a useful 
link between the government and the community?] 
16. Do you think that there is a sense of ownership from the side of beneficiaries on the 
programme? Why do you say that? 
17. Generally, do you think that the programme is well managed [for examples with regards 
to the management of the programme resources, selection and training of community 
development workers etc]? Why do you say that? 
18. Do you have any other additional information that you think it is useful for the impact 
assessment of this programme that you think that it is necessary for us to record? 
 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION 
END OF INTERVIEW 
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APPENDIX H:  GOVERNMENT STRUCTURES IDI 
Interview Guideline for Government Structures 
Hello, my name is … I work for C A S E; a research NGO based in Johannesburg and Cape Town. We 
have been asked by Kagiso Trust to look into the overall implementation of the National Rural 
Development Education Programme. The aim of this research is to establish the impact of the 
programme, its visions and goals and its challenges. I‟m going to ask you a few questions about your 
general views as a representative of a government structure that is supposed to be exposed to the 
programme activities. I will be recording this interview so as not to interrupt its flow by taking notes 
while you speak and please, feel free to provide any additional information that you may have with 
regards to the programme.  Are there any questions you would like to ask before we begin? 
Introduction 
1. [Ask the respondent their name and ask the respondent to state their position, verify you 
are speaking to a representative of a government structure in the area where the pilot 
projects are operating.] 
2. How long have you been in your current position as a government official?  
Knowledge of NARDEP, its impact on the community and local ownership 
3. Do you know of a programme called a NARDEP? [If respondent indicates a lack of 
knowledge of the programme, explain that NARDEP stands for National Rural 
Education Development Programme and state in detail what the work of the programme 
is deducing from its vision and mission statement and then continue to ask if the 
respondent knows about the programme]. If the respondents still has no knowledge of 
the programme, thank the respondent and terminate the interview by saying: “I am sorry 
to bother you but I am only looking to interview people who have knowledge of the 
programme” and record the outcome.  
[If respondent knows about NARDEP, then continue with the interview] 
Partnerships  
4. For how long have you been aware of the work of the National Rural Education 
Development Programme in this area? 
5. Would you say that the National Rural Development Education Programme provides 
and ideal way of poverty alleviation in the rural areas such as this one? Why do you say 
that?  
6. Does your government department/structure have an existing relationship with the 
programme? What is the extent of this relationship? How was this relationship 
established and how is it ensured that it continues?  
7. Would you say that the relationship between the programme and your government 
department/structure is sustainable? Why do you say that? 
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8. Would you say that the relationship between your government department/structure and 
the programme is efficient? Why do you say that? 
9. What were the challenges of this relationship between your government 
department/structure and the programme and how were they overcome? 
10. What has been the impact of the NARDEP on government structures in the area since 
the inception of the programme? Has the programme improved government 
communications with communities? Has the programme improved government access 
to communities etc.? 
11. Would you say that the programme serves any useful purpose with regards to any of the 
government‟s current policies? Probe for: does the programme serve as a link between 
government service points and the villages in which it operates? Does the programme 
assist government in educating village residents about government services? Etc. 
12. Generally, do you think that government department/structure that you represent 
supports the idea of a National Rural Development Education Programme of this 
nature? Why do you say that? 
Beneficiaries 
13. What is the extent of community knowledge of the programme in the area? Do 
community members widely know about the programme or only just select members of 
the community know about the programme? Why do you say that? 
14. Since the inception of the programme in the area, has there been a general noticeable 
difference/change with regards to beneficiaries‟ demand of government services such as 
financial assistance for small business establishment etc.? Please give examples. 
15. What has been the impact of NARDEP on employment in this area? Probe: has there 
been an improvement in employment opportunities or has the employment situation 
remained the same? 
16. What has been the impact of the programme on other NGO‟s in the area? 
17. Since the inception of the programme in the area, has there been an improvement in 
communication between the government and the community? Why do you say that? 
[Probe for: whether there has been an increasing awareness of government services in 
the community since the inception of the programme/has NARDEP served as a useful 
link between the government and the community?] 
18. Do you think that there is a sense of ownership from the side of beneficiaries like 
yourself on the programme? Why do you say that? 
19. Generally, do you think that the programme is well managed [for examples with regards 
to the management of the programme resources, selection and training of community 
development workers etc]? Why do you say that? 
 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION 
END OF INTERVIEW 
 
 
